The control process is a universal and essential a . aspect of organized behaviour. Attempts to understand this process fall generally into three related categorles: (a) speculative and theoretical discussions designed to probe into the conceptual meaning of control, and how this meaning ties in to larger bodies of social theory; 2 (b) empirical and experimental research designed to investigate some of the determinants and implications of varying patterns of control; 3 and (c) descriptive research designed to portray the situation with regard to control as it may exist in a social system.4
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are to be presented: responses to a number of questions asked in a paper and pencil questionnaire, and illustrative quotations from interrriews conducted with a small number of members. Although the locals differ in their level of membership participation, and in certain aspects of their control structure, the tabular data presented below are derived through averaging the results for the four locals.l These data are based on a representative sample of members and officers in each local. The total N is about 700. While the data from these locals may not be typical of American unions, they nevertheless illustrate some of the mechanisms through which union members might exercise control.
Control in a union, as in any organization, may be exerted through several categories or phases of activity.2 One of these is the legislattre or decisionmaliing phase, which involves the process of deciding upon the rules, policies, and general actions of the organization. Another is the admintstrattre phase which involves the day-to-day interpretation, expediting, and carrying out of legislative decisions. There is also the sanctxons phase, which entails the meting out or withholding of rewards and punishments in the process of enforcing rules and standards.
Although each of these phases of control may occur either formally or informally, legislative control occurs largely at meetings or through other formally defined union structures. Administrative and sanctions control, however, frequently occur outside meetings and may be oriented relative to either formal or informal union standards. For example, informal sanctions may be instituted against a member who fails to play a formal role such as helping out during a strike or attending a union meeting.
The relationship among these phases of control is often complex; the same persons need not be involved equally in all three. As in government, some persons may be primarily charged with the responsibility of legislating, others with administering, and still others with the sanctions process. In large organizations specialization among these phases of control is necessary while in smaller organizations it is possible for the same persons to be involved in all three. An interesting and not uncommon arrangement involves " administrators " administering law over {' legislators " who originally made it. The former exercise a degree of control over the latter, but this control is wsthin a framework initially formulated by the latter. This process is illustrated experimentally by the Merei research with children in which a dominant. leader-type child is placed in an ongoing group which has an established set of traditions, customs, and rules. In some cases, this " leader " may continue to play a leadership role by ordering the other children to do precisely those things which they were already doxng and which were a part of the rules evolved 1 The reader is referred to two articles which discuss differences in control structure among these locals: A. S. Tannenbaum, op.cit., and A. S. Tannenbaum and R. L. Kahn, op. cit. The averaging here is justified on the grounds that the differences among the locals do not affect the types of compansons to be made below.
' N. C. Morse, E. Reimer, and A. S. Tannenbaum, " Regulation and Control in Hierarchical Organizations", J. soc. Issues, VII, 3, I95I, pp. 4I-8. prior to his entry into the group.l He becomes an administrator of law over those who made the law.
In certain respects this arrangement is characteristic of the large, democratic organization. General law and organizational policy are decided by a broad segment of the membership while the administrative function and the authority to initiate formal sanctions are delegated to a few. The administrative and order-giving power of the leaders is relatively narrow and specific and is subsumed under general legislative decisions made elsewhere. Furthermore, the " leaders " may be chosen by the " followers ". To the extent that this is true of certain local unions, the task of evaluating who controls whom becomes complicated by the task of understanding who controls control.
The issue of control in unions is further complicated by the fact that control is exercised with regard to many issues which vary in their importance to the membership. A few outstanding areas of decision-making, for-example, include whether or not certain money expenditures are to be made, what the union vrill ask in its bargaining with management, or whether or not the uxiion will go out on strike. Decisions with regard to these issues are made only infrequently but they are of the utmost importance to most members. On the other hand, there is a large body of decisions which are made almost daily and which are of little concern to most members: how a particular grievance should be handled, who shollld be appointed to this or that ad hoc committee, which member is to be sent to a national training conference. Obviously these issues arouse differential interest. By and large the members are not concerned with the minute details of the ongoing organization although their interest may reach fever pitch when it comes to deciding about bargaining demands or going out on strike.
Union members view the control processes of their organization in predominantly pragmatic terms; they view control in terms of issues that are important to them. It is therefore necessary to rrake the distinction between decisions which are crucial to the members and those which are of less importance. One worker who felt that the rank and file had a high level of control in his local put it this way: " Speaking frankly, most issues are cut and dried before you get there [to meetings]-that is except the important ones.'} Table I illustrates the differences in involvement which members indicate relative to three important areas of decision making: going out on strike, bargaining demands, and money expenditures. These data are based on the following questions: " Who do you think has the most to say in deciding whether or not the union will go out on strike over an issue ? ", " Who do you think has most to say about what kinds of things the union will ask for in negotiations ? ", and " Who do you think has the most to say in deciding whether or not the union will spend money out of its treasury ? " The ARNOLD S . TAN NE N BAU WI 3o9 possible alternatives which were provided in response to these questions are indicated in Table I . On the issue of strike action, 72 per cent of the members agree that the membership as a whole has the most say. On the other hand, less than a majority consider the membership to have the most say in deciding money expenditures or bargaining demands. What is true of the rank and file very likely applies to other groups within the local. Officer groups may have different amounts of influence relative to different issues. The bargaining committee probably exerts more influence over negotiation demands than it does over money expenditures. The executive board may (in some locals) have a greater say in the area of money expenditures than it does with regard to the question of strike action.
Informal sanctions instituted by the members likewise appear to follow a gradient with regard to different issues. This is illustrated by data in response to the following questions: " If someone in this local did not attend a local meeting, would you let him know that he should have ? ", " If you found out that someone in this local had not voted in a union election, would you let him know that he should have ? ", and " If this local was having a strike and someone did not help out, would you let him know that he should have ? " Table II (overleaf) presents the responses to these questions as averaged for the four locals.
Sanctions are more likely to be instituted by the members against those who fail to help out during a strike than against those who fail to attend a union meeting. The members express much interest in and exercise a great deal of sanctions control relative to the forrner issue; it is an issue which has an important bearing on the welfare of the average member. On the other hand they exercise relatively little sanctions control in connection with regular Member participation in union meetings is often considered a criterion of union democracy. However, there is a growing realization that attendance at union meetings is but one means through which the members might exercise some influence in their union. The rank and file has recourse to devices of control in addition to those exercised at regular meetings. Among these are informal and representational mechanisms of contro],l and election and recall power over leaders. They may also have a broad potentiality of control where they may not actively and explicitly exercise it, but this too has important implications for the way in which the union is run and serves as an indirect form of control which the members implicitly exercise. This should not be construed as attempting to negate the importance of the union meeting as one channel through which control may be exercised.-The union meeting is an obvious locus of decision making. Many of the members who attend do so largely because they want to have a say in what the union is doing. Especially by attendance at special meetings, members exercise control when important issues are at stake. Generally speaking, it might be expected that the level of membership control will be partly reflected in the level of meeting attendance. This will be true not only because the meeting is one possible channel for decision-making, but also because attendance is likely to reflect a general level of interest and activity on the part of the membership in the various affairs, formal and informal, decision making and non-decision-making, of the local. Thus we lSnd that among the four locals studied there is a relationship between amount of formal participation and the level of control exercised by the members in the affairs of the union. Direct attendance at meetillgs, however, is not an absolute requssite to control. The member does not have to be physically present at a meeting for his voice to be heard. One vehicle for the informal decision-making process is the discussion which takes place outside the meeting hall: " It's always talked around all over. It's talked around the shop and down at the meeting."
Members may influence the cotlrse of any prospective decision by what they say at these informal sessions. Furthermore, many members can rely on others to represent them at the meetings. One worker felt:
" There are a couple of stewards that I can depend on pretty well. They speak for me very often. That's what they're stewards for."
Or : " The steward is supposed to-that's his job. The steward has done this for me occasionallynce or twice a year. It depends on how you feel. You have to represent yourself on some things.l' Or as one active member put it: " Usually if I'm not at a meeting and I know that some points should be brought up, I usually tell a committeeman to bring it up."
In addition to representation along organizational lines (through the steward or officers) informal representation may occur among groups of friends:
" Sometimes we get together and talk it over before. We elect someone to speak for us. We can't all do it."
Even though many members fail to attend meetings, and many abstain from this process of informal representation, they may nevertheless exercise a degree of control in more subtle ways. Their mere membership in the local makes a difference and their presence must be taken into account by the decision-makers. These members may remain inert only so long as matters go their way or do not get too seriously out of hand. The decision-makers know this and guide their actions accordingly. They cannot persist in decisions which contravene the interests of this quiescent element without arousing it to action. Members who feel this way frequently explain their failure to attend meetings on the grounds that " Things will be decided the way I like them anyway." Why should such a member exert himself when he gets what he wants without effort ? But let an important decision arise which he fears wsll " go the wrong way," and he may try to have a more direct effect on its course. We have here a latent force which has an important bearing on the manifest actions of the local; it represents what we have called the potentiality of control.
Closely related is the power of ratification. Legislative or decision-making control can be seen as consisting of at least two kinds of behaviour. One is the process of initiating and influencing the passage of legislative decisions. The other involves the function of ratifying, or legitimizing these decisions. Legislative control thus includes two aspects-one relatively prolonged and the other relatively simple and concise. The prolonged aspect involves the Another rnember who saw the ofEcers as a powerful group in the local had this to say in response to the same question " It would be possible. They could do it by rigging meetings through parliamentary tactics. They probably have. They coq4ldn't get away with it often there'd be Gl recall vote."
Although the members may not be highly involved in the day-to-day decisions of the local, they appear to haxre a measure of control over those who are.
